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MARK C. BARTUSIS (Aberdeen, South Dacota)
THE CHADENOS AFFAIR
(PACHYMERES, BOOK I, CHAPTERS 5–6)
The author offers an interpretation of a passage from the history of George
Pachymeres involving the fate of the highlanders of Asia Minor under Michael VIII
Palaiologos during the 1260s. Contrary to the opinion of numerous scholars, these
men were not transformed into pronoia soldiers but into mercenaries.
Shortly after and as a result of the blinding of John IV Laskaris by Michael
VIII Palaiologos in December 1261, a popular revolt erupted in the mountainous
area called Trikokkia, the frontier region to the east of Nicaea. After quite some
time, the episode ended through negotiations which divided the rebels. Through var-
ious threats and promises most were eventually persuaded to lay down their arms,
while others fled to the Turks.1 According to the historian George Pachymeres, at
some point after or in the midst of the Trikokkia revolt, Michael VIII sent an
official named Chadenos to Asia Minor to implement a new agrarian program.
“And as quickly as possible,” Pachymeres writes (and I translate this quite literally),
stopping at the places and finding exceedingly rich men, heavy with property
and animals, he ‰ChadenosŠ recruits them from their property by which the liveli-
hood of each of them was composed. And reckoning out forty nomismata per one
‰manŠ, and of these ‰nomismataŠ the most ‰comingŠ from his ‰each man’sŠ own
property, he ‰ChadenosŠ ordered the rest of the tax established, being not a little,
to be sent to the imperial treasury (Kai dh epistajt a c ewj toijt op o i j...
andraj baquploutouj eurwnk a i kthmasi kai qremmasi briqontaj,
strateuei toutouj ekt wns f e t erwn ekeinwn kai oij oe kastou bioj
sunekekrothto kai,e ij tessarakonta nomismata tJ eni sumposwsaj, kai
toutwn to pleiston ekt wna utou,t o loipont o u teqentoj telouj, ouk
oligon on, tJ basilikJ tamieiJe iskomizesqai etaxen).2
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What was done for the first time, the men suffered what they had never ex-
pected, and it broke the courage in those who ‰foughtŠ willingly and weak-
ened ‰theirŠ strength (Pachymeres, I, 33.9–11: O kai pracqenp r wtwj,
paqontwn twn andrwn a ouk hlpisan pwpote, epeklase te thn
proqumian boulomenoij kai kaqufeikesan thjd u n amewj).
Despite this, their pay kept them in place, opposing the Turks:
And perhaps withdrawing day by day they would have abandoned the barri-
ers to the enemies, if by the assigned rogai–for they did not have their own
things to possess–those dwelling nearby had not been persuaded with great
difficulty to resist (I, 33.19–21: Kai taca an escwrountej oshmerai toij
enantioij twnq r i g k wnp a r e c wrhsan, ei mh ge tacqeisaij rogaij — ta
gars f etera ouke icon katecein — mogij upeikon prosoikountej
antecein).
And so the borders held as long as their pay was forthcoming:“ A n ds ow e r e
things, as long as the rogai were given at the times ordered according to custom”
(I, 33.25: Kai taut’ hsan, ewj edidonto rogai kairoij wrismenoij kata to
sunhqej).
But, Pachymeres writes, matters changed:“ Since concerning these things
‰the payŠ the archons were stingy, and that which was given with difficulty and
overdue and, compared with times of old, was too little, while the leaders of the
armies took their own share by theft. While most fell into ruin, some became
sword’sw o r k ,” others joined the Turks, or moved elsewhere (I, 35.3–9: Epei de
kai peri tautaj oi arcontej egliscreuonto, kai molij kai uperhmeron kai
para to arcaion meion hnt o didomenon, ef’ Jper kai oi kata kairoujt wn
strateumatwn hgemonej meritaj ekk l e m m atwn eautouje ishgon. apwleto
men h plhquj ekeinwn, twnm en ergon macairaj gegonotwn, twnd e kai
proscwrhsantwn toij enantioij ... ) .In the face of enemy attacks, some fled to
mountain lairs where they turned to brigandage, forming bands that terrorized the
remaining Byzantine population.3 Nikephoros Gregoras, writing about events
from around 1275, echoes these sentiments:“ A short time earlier the guards in-
habiting the highlands migrated from there ‰AsiaŠ through lack of yearly incomes
which they received from the imperial government”( toujt aj akraj oikountej
fulakaj metanastaj ekeiqen genesqai di’ endeian twn ethsiwn lhmmatwn).4
While the frontiers shrank, the chronic unreliability of pay for these men contin-
ued. Discussing the crises of the early 1290s Pachymeres writes,
the assigned pay granted to those in the highlands was deficient, all the more
by the wickedness of leaders, who wished to loiter with the things given
henceforth completely overdue in order to profit (III, 235.16–19: kai to
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3 Pachymeres, ed. Failler, I, 293.
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What exactly had happened to these men? Numerous interpretations have
been offered to explain Michael’s actions toward the highlanders, but there is con-
siderable disagreement among them. The reason for this is that Pachymeres, our
only source for the Chadenos affair, provides too little precise information and
that which he does provide is thoroughly ambiguous. Here I would like to re-ex-
amine the relevant passages. But first, some background.
Early in his history Pachymeres writes of the measures taken by Nicaean
emperors to minimize the depredations of marauding Turkoman and splinter
Seljuk bands over which the Seljuk sultans had little control. Foremost among
them was the attempt to keep the civilian population inhabiting the mountainous
frontiers at the fringes of the Nicaean state from abandoning their homes. These
highlanders performed a vital and quite hazardous function for the Nicaean state
by acting as a buffer between the Turkish marauders and the valleys of the
Nicaean Empire. Pachymeres writes that the emperors, in order to maintain the
eastern frontier,“ turned to the mountains, securing ‰themŠ with many strong set-
tlers from all over.” Somewhat later, faced with increasing Turkish pressure, the
emperors
did not leave those living on the mountains uncared for, who, not having an
incentive to remain, were prepared to emigrate if anywhere enemies should
attack somehow....But they granted tax exemptions to all, pronoiai to the
more illustrious among them, and imperial letters to those with a resolute
spirit (all’ ateleiaij ment o ujp antaj, pronoiaij d’ ekt o utwn touj
epidoxoterouj kai oijt o l m hen to fronhma grammasin edwrounto
basilikoij).
Later in this same chapter, he adds,“ those inhabiting the highlands held their
heads high not only by the aforementioned tax exemptions and pronoiai, but even
by daily imperial kindnesses”( mh monon aij erreqh ateleiaij te kai pronoiaij,
alla ge kaqhmerinaijf i l o t h s iaij basilikaijt wnt aj akraj oikountwn
brenquomenwn).5
The policy of granting these men various benefits was designed to foster
continued occupation of the border areas because the Nicaean emperors knew that
continued occupation would include localized defense of their own lands and oc-
casional sorties into Turkish territory for booty. In the sense that these duties were
performed by the highlanders as a matter of personal survival even before they re-
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5 Pachymeres, ed. Failler, I, 29.24–26, 31.15–17. F.I. Uspenskij, Zna~enie vizantijskoj i
ju`noslavjanskoj pronii, Sbornik statej po slavjanovedeniju, sostavlennyj i izdannyj u~enikami V.I.
Lamanskogo, Saint Petersburg 1883, 13. P. Mutaf~iev, Vojni{ki zemi i vojnici v Vizantija prez
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l’histoire de la feodalite byzantine, Brussels 1954, 63–64.ceived special privileges, they did not technically become “soldiers,” which is
why the historian Pachymeres, our only source for these developments, does not
in fact call them such. He simply writes that Nicaean policy affected “all” of those
inhabiting the border areas, not a certain subset of the population who became
“soldiers.” After receiving their tax exemption and other benefits they performed
no additional service and their only obligation to the state was to remain on their
lands. The Nicaean highlanders were essentially a localized militia composed of
the able inhabitants of the frontier zones who, without much organization or disci-
pline, defended their lands and harassed their opposite numbers in Turkish terri-
tory as best they saw fit. In this they performed a function well worth the imperial
attention lavished on them. As a result their economic condition improved and
they were persuaded to remain, and their activities allowed Nicaean commanders
to direct their military resources elsewhere.6
Pachymeres creates four categories of benefaction granted to the highland-
ers: tax exemption, pronoiai,“ imperial letters,” and “daily imperial kindnesses.”
Tax exemption affected property they already held, and, he claims, everyone ben-
efitted from it. More limited in number were grants of pronoiai and “imperial let-
ters”( grammata basilika). The former went to “the more illustrious among
them,” which means those of higher social status, and the latter, which appears to
refer to imperial privileges granted through orismos or chrysobull, to “those with
a resolute spirit,” a poetic way to refer to those who especially distinguished
themselves.
Kaqhmerinai filothsiai basilikai (“daily imperial kindnesses”) is an
unusual phrase. If “daily” is taken literally, one might think of rations or a rations
allowance. B u tt h a ti su n l i k e l y . In the passage Pachymeres places these “daily
kindnesses” on the same plane as the pronoiai and tax exemptions. It is difficult to
imagine how either rations or a rations allowance would cause the men to “strut
like peacocks”( an equally appropriate translation for the verb in the passage,
brenquomai). Rather, Pachymeres must be referring to either frequent rewards or
gifts, or a salary, depending on whether we render kathemerinai as “daily” in the
sense of “frequent” or “regular.”
With the Trikokkia revolt, the policy toward the highlanders changed. Let us
consider Chadenos’ program. Pachymeres writes that Chadenos went eastward
and found “exceedingly rich men.” Though it is not absolutely certain, scholarly
opinion agrees that Pachymeres is referring to at least some of the highlanders
here.7 These were the men who had prospered from the tax exemptions and
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6 M. Bartusis, On the Problem of Smallholding Soldiers in Late Byzantium, DOP 44 (1990) 2–3.
7 E.g., G. Arnakis, Byzantium’s Anatolian Provinces during the Reign of Michael
Palaeologus, Actes du XIIe Congres international d’etudes byzantines, Belgrade 1964, 40–41; P.
Charanis, On the Social Structure and Economic Organization of the Byzantine Empire in the Thir-
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pire, in Charanis, Social, Economic and Political Life in the Byzantine Empire, London 1973, no. I,
110; N. Oikonomides, A propos des armees des premiers Paleologues et des compagnies de soldats,pronoiai conferred by the Laskarides. Pachymeres himself points out that he is de-
viating from his usual chronological presentation.8 First he writes of the treatment
of those inhabiting the highlands under the Laskarides, then he writes of
Chadenos, and then he describes the effects of Chadenos’ program, before return-
i n gt ot h eL a s k a r i d e s .
Did Chadenos’ program extend throughout all of Asia, only the border ar-
eas, or only some of the border areas? Since Pachymeres speaks of Chadenos vis-
iting places (toijt opoij), this suggests, though obviously weakly, that he went to
more than one village, a fact which is evident anyway from Pachymeres’ implica-
tion that the later history of the Byzantine frontiers in the east were connected to
Chadenos’ activities.
Chadenos’ first move was to impose military service on them (strateuei
toutous), a n dt h e nh e“counted out” forty hyperpyra per man. G. Arnakis proposed
that this was a one-time compensation for the confiscation of their lands. On the
other hand P. Charanis and A. Failler held that it represented a yearly money pay-
ment designed to replace the income from their confiscated lands. P. Mutaf~iev,
though he did not use the word pronoia, spoke of a reduction in the holdings of
the wealthy highlanders to forty-hyperpyra parcels.9 N. Oikonomides, H.
Ahrweiler, and others, maintained that Chadenos was really conducting an
exisosis and that the forty hyperpyra was the posotes of the standard pronoia as-
signed to each man.10 The most detailed interpretation of Chadenos’ program was
supplied by Oikonomides. He hypothesized that after conducting a cadastral sur-
vey of the tax-exempt holdings of the highlanders, Chadenos distributed to each
land in pronoia with a posotes of forty hyperpyra (which gives a technical mean-
ing to Pachymeres’ use of the verb sumposow), which was drawn from the exist-
ing holdings of the men. Their tax-exempt status was withdrawn, and further, their
military duties were enlarged. In compensation they received a yearly salary to
supplement their pronoiai. Further, by requiring them to pay taxes, the highlanders
once again became part of the monetary economy of the empire. Oikonomides did
not directly address the question of whether the property of the men in excess of
forty hyperpyra was confiscated but he seems to imply this by speaking of a “so-
cial leveling” of these men and the disappearance of the economic disparities
among these men. In effect the intention of Chadenos’ program was to reestablish
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Cambridge 1985, 163.state control over the frontier regions, particularly important in light of the usurper
Michael’s lack of popularity in Anatolia. The transformation of the highlanders
from tax-exempt patrimonial landowners with some pronoiai to pronoiarioi with
an annual salary, weakened their economic and psychological bond to their local
soil, and allowed them a greater mobility, enabling Michael VIII to use them in
his European campaigns.11
In broad outline, one of two things happened: either the property of these
men was confiscated, or they were each granted, from their property and as a
pronoia, a posotes of forty hyperpyra. And whether or not pronoiai were involved,
the men henceforth received a salary as well, because Pachymeres emphasizes that
the borders held as long as this pay was forthcoming. Thus, we can present these
possibilities, and their variants, as follows:
1. all of their property was confiscated, and either
1a. they were given a one-time compensation of 40 hyperpyra, plus an
unspecified annual salary, or
1b. they were given an annual salary of 40 hyperpyra; or
2. they were each granted a holding, pulled from their own property, with a
fiscal value of 40 hyperpyra (i.e., a pronoia), which was either taxed
or tax exempt, plus they were granted an unspecified annual salary,
and either
2a. the rest of their property was confiscated, or
2b. they kept the rest of their property but lost the tax exemption on it.
The possibilities involving pronoiai are not very tidy, and this is because more op-
tions come into play if the men were allowed to remain landholders. Nevertheless,
each of these possibilities would have yielded an economic profit to the state.
How do we choose from these possibilities? Usually our task is to pick the inter-
pretation that best fits the text and historical circumstances. Here, however, our
task is to find any interpretation that fits the passage without creating internal con-
tradictions.
The section of the passage that creates a problem is “And reckoning out
forty nomismata per one ‰manŠ, and of these ‰nomismataŠ the most ‰cameŠ from
his ‰each man’sŠ own property, he ‰ChadenosŠ ordered the rest of the tax estab-
lished, being not a little, to be sent to the imperial treasury,” and in particular the
phrase “of these ‰nomismataŠ the most ‰cameŠ from his ‰each man’sŠ own prop-
erty”( toutwn to pleiston ekt wna utou). If toutwn refers to “nomismata,”
w h i c hi ts e e m si tm u s t , then Pachymeres is saying that some of the forty
nomismata reckoned out per man did not come from the property of at least some
of the men. Why not? Pachymeres calls them “exceedingly rich,” so it cannot be
because some of the men did not have property with a liquidation value of forty
hyperpyra (scenarios 1aa n d1b): around 1300, for example, when the wealthy
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purchased even a hundred modioi (25 acres) of average land. If some of the forty
hyperpyra had to come from a source other than the men’s property, scenarios 1a
and 1b become, at least on the face of things, illogical.
On the other hand, we do not fare much better if we view the forty
hyperpyra as a posotes. Again, for comparison, around 1300 the tax on 1,000
modioi of land (about 250 acres) was 20 hyperpyra. Add a half dozen paroikos
families with the various taxes they normally owed, and the total tax assessment,
or posotes, would approach 40 hyperpyra. Such a property holding hardly made
one “rich.” But even if we simply ignore the magnitude of the forty hyperpyra, no
matter how we view the forty nomismata–as a single payment (1a), as a yearly sal-
ary (1b), or as a fiscal assessment connected to each man’s property (2aa n d
b)–the point of the passage is that the men suffered some kind of economic loss
and the state made some gain through Chadenos’ program. If Chadenos could not
find the 40 hyperpyra from the men’s own property, the state would be losing
money on the procedure. So they had to have more to begin with, a n ds ow h yd i d
only “most” of these nomismata come from their property?
There is a way to reconcile scenarios 2aa n d2b with this. Perhaps only
“most” of a posotes of forty hyperpyra came from the men’s own property (e.g.,
30 hyperpyra), and that the rest of their posotes was not composed of fiscal reve-
nues, but of a simple salary (e.g,1 0hyperpyra yearly). Since we know that the
men received a salary, this interpretation, while somewhat convoluted is at least
possible.
Nevertheless, both scenarios involving pronoiai (2aa n d2b) are doubtful or
even excludable for other reasons. First, if Chadenos’ program involved pronoiai,
a fiscal assessment, and the loss of tax exemption, it is fair to ask why Pachymeres
does not use the words pronoia, or oikonomia or anagraphe or exisosis or ateleia
in the passage. He is not bashful about using such words. There are eight passages
in his history in which Pachymeres uses the word pronoia in its technical sense,
three where he uses ateleia (“tax exemption,” usually in regard to Italian mer-
chants), and one in which he uses oikonomia.12 In four other passages he employs
combinations of these words: ateleia and pronoia; pronoia and oikonomia;
exisoseis and anagraphai; pronoia, oikonomia, and exisosis.13 In fact, one of these
passages is found in the chapter of his history (ch.4 )immediately preceding the
Chadenos affair (ch.5 – 6 ) .As quoted above, he writes that these men of the high-
lands had been holding pronoiai: the emperors of Nicaea “granted tax exemptions
to all, pronoiai to the more illustrious among them, and imperial letters to those
with a resolute spirit,” and “those inhabiting the highlands held their heads high
not only by the aforementioned tax exemptions and pronoiai, but even by daily
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425.23ff, 447.14, 541.2. Pachymeres, ed. Failler, I, 221.2; II, 535.13; IV, 493.18,22. Pachymeres, ed.
Failler, I, 183.15–18.
13 Pachymeres, ed. Failler, I, 29.24ff; II, 417.7–9; I, 293.3–4; III, 285.22–28.imperial kindnesses.” The only terminology in the Chadenos passage even slightly
related to pronoia grants is the verb symposoo, which might allude to the fiscal
term posotes. But in the nine other passages in which Pachymeres uses this verb, it
simply denotes the counting out or parceling out of something (usually soldiers or
money), and in one instance it is used in connection with the mercenary pay of the
Catalan Company.14
Even more damaging to the interpretation that pronoiai were involved in the
Chadenos affair is what Pachymeres writes just a few lines afterward. The fron-
tiers would have fallen “if by the assigned rogai–for they did not have their own
things to possess–those dwelling nearby had not been persuaded with great diffi-
culty to resist”( ei mh ge tacqeisaij rogaij — ta gars f etera ouke icon
katecein — molij upeikon prosoikountej antecein). Despite the tortuous syn-
tax of this passage, he is juxtaposing, on the one hand, the salaries (rogai) that the
men received, with, on the other,“ their own things” which they did not have. Fur-
ther, we compare ekt wns f e t erwn ekeinwn,“ from their own things,” in the
Chadenos passage, to ta sfetera ouke icon katecein,“ they did not have pos-
session of their own things,” in this passage a few lines later.
I think we have to conclude that Chadenos confiscated the property of these
men, and that the Chadenos affair had nothing to do with pronoiai or, more accu-
rately, that the only connection between the Chadenos affair and pronoia is that
some of the property confiscated from the men were the pronoia grants conferred
upon them earlier, under the Laskarides.15
We are left with the confiscation interpretations (1aa n d1b). The first of
these, that the forty hyperpyra were a one-time compensation for confiscating the
property of “exceedingly rich men,” might be considered an illustration of the fig-
ure of speech “adding insult to injury.” Because it was not reckoned proportion-
ately and connected to the magnitude of their confiscated property holdings, it
must have been more of a starting sum to help them establish themselves in their
new vocation, as soldiers receiving a salary. In this sense, there is little difference
between scenario 1aa n d1b. Whether or not the forty hyperpyra were or were not
their official yearly wage as soldiers (a reasonable if somewhat low figure), they
could certainly be viewed as the first installment of such wages.
But we are not out of the woods yet. I noted above that any interpretation of
the Chadenos passage must deal with the phrase “of these ‰40 nomismataŠ the
most ‰cameŠ from his ‰each man’sŠ own property”( toutwn to pleiston ekt wn
autou). To find an explanation that fits this phrase, we have to envision what
Chadenos actually did upon arriving at the properties under discussion. Accompa-
nied by an armed escort, he went to the home of each man, announced the bad
news, and, no doubt amid much wailing and lamentation, he might well have
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nomismatwn egguj. See Pachymeres, ed. Failler, V, s.v. sumposow.
15 And thus, the interpretation I presented in Bartusis, Late Byzantine Army, 55–56, is, I now
believe, incorrect.looked for any ready hoard of cash. If he found a substantial one, he appropriated
it and doled out the forty hyperpyra. But the odds are that these men, like most
people who derive their livelihoods from the land, were cash-poor. And so, if he
could not find a stash, or if it contained less than forty hyperpyra, he needed to
seek other sources of specie.
At this point he determined what property, land and livestock, each man
held, and began the process of confiscation. What happened to these properties af-
ter they were confiscated? There are a number of possibilities and they were prob-
ably used in combination.( a) If local buyers were found, Chadenos would have
arranged for the sale of the properties.( b) Livestock could have been moved else-
where, to state domains (episkepseis). Otherwise, since we must assume that the
men’s lands and herds were large enough that they had needed help to exploit
them, via lessors, tenants, or hired man,( c) once the men had been driven from
their properties, the state could simply have taken their place as landowner, creat-
ing episkepseis. Only the first possibility had the potential to produce significant
amounts of cash immediately, assuming that some of the men’s neighbors, who
were not being dispossessed, had some cash. Overall, the initial disposition of
most of the properties was probably more in accord with the third possibility.
Thus, while, in the long run, there was potential for the state to profit greatly
from the confiscation, the actual initial confiscation may have produced relatively
little ready cash. Therefore, Chadenos needed to supplement whatever specie he
could raise locally with other moneys. And this can explain Pachymeres’ phrase
“most of these 40 nomismata (came) from each man’so w np r o p e r t y .”
Finally, we need to explain the last clause of the passage: Chadenos “or-
dered the rest of the tax established, being not a little, to be sent to the imperial
treasury.” “The rest”( to loipon) parallels “the most (of the 40 nomismata)” (to
pleiston) in the previous phrase.“ The rest” was therefore whatever profit the
state made from the confiscation, after extracting as much of the forty hyperpyra
per man it could find. Pachymeres refers to it as a “tax”( telos), and certainly some
of it was. If buyers were found, they would have paid taxes, and the charges paid
by lessors and tenants could be viewed, loosely, as a kind of tax.
We can now offer a translation of the key passage that, more concretely, fits
the confiscation scenario. Indeed, the verb strateuw, which Pachymeres em-
ploys, now acquires a double sense, both of which are encountered in late
Byzantine narrative sources:“ to enlist as a soldier” and “to march.”16 Thus,
(Chadenos) marches them away (as soldiers) from their properties from
which they derived their livelihood. And reckoning out (as pay) forty nomismata
to each, and most of these (nomismata)( coming) from each man’s own property,
(Chadenos) ordered that the rest of the tax established (i.e., the state’s profit
through the program), being not a little, to be sent to the imperial treasury.
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the passage:“ Il les enrole loin de ces biens qu’ils possedait .... ”So, evidently with the triple purpose of reestablishing control over the fron-
tier regions in the east, of forcing some well-off malingerers to give their share of
military service, and of raising more imperial revenues, Michael VIII sent
Chadenos to one or more regions in Asia Minor, found men who were benefitting
from tax exemption, pronoiai, and other imperial favors, but were, perhaps, not
contributing sufficiently to the defense of the area. So Chadenos, in what can be
characterized only as a draconian measure, confiscated their property and enrolled
them as soldiers serving for pay. After some time, as the pay became increasingly
infrequent, the frontiers became increasingly porous.
Mark Bartusis
AFERA HADENOS (PAHIMER, KW. I, GL. 5–6)
Na po~etku svoje istorije Georgije Pahimer pi{e o merama koje su
preduzimali nikejski carevi da bi umawili {tete od pqa~ka{kih Turkoma-
na i razbili selxu~ke bande. Najva`nija me|u tim merama bio je poku{aj da
se civilno stanovni{tvo, koje je naseqavalo planinske granice na obodima
nikejske dr`ave, spre~i da napu{ta svoje domove. Carevi su „darivali svi-
ma oslobo|ewe od poreza, pronije najvi|enijima me|u wima, a carska pisma
onima koji su se odlikovali odlu~no{}u“. Posledica je bila popravqawe
ekonomskog stawa stanovni{tva, wegovo ostajawe u sopstvenim stani{tima,
{to je dozvoqavalo nikejskim komandantima da upu}uju na druge strane svoje
vojne resurse. Nikejski br|ani ~inili su tako lokalnu miliciju, sastavqe-
nu od sposobnog stanovni{tva pograni~nih zona, koja je branila sopstvene
posede i uspe{no se odupirala Turcima.
Ubrzo posle oslepqivawa Jovana IV Laskarisa (decembar 1261) izbila
je narodna pobuna u brdskim krajevima zvanim Trikokija, pograni~nom regi-
onu isto~no od Nikeje. Posle kra}eg vremena, ova epizoda bila je zavr{ena
pregovorima. Prema Pahimeru, u jednom trenutku, posle ili u sred revolta,
car Mihailo je poslao ~inovnika po imenu Hadenos da u Maloj Aziji spro-
vede novi agrarni program. „[to je mogu}no br`e bilo“, pi{e Pahimer, „za-
ustavqaju}i se povremeno i pronalaze}i izrazito bogate qude sa velikim
imetkom i stokom, on ‰HadenosŠ ih je regrutovao prema wihovim imawima od
kojih se svaki me|u wima izdr`avao. Odbijaju}i ~etrdeset nomizmi po jed-
nom ‰~ovekuŠ, pri ~emu je ve}i deo sume dolazio sa wegovog poseda, on ‰Hade-
nosŠ je odredio da se ostatak ustanovqenog poreza, {to nije bilo malo, {aqe
u carsku blagajnu“(G. Pachymeres, Relations historiques, ed. A. Failler, Paris
1984–2000, I, 33.3–8). Granice su se dr`ale sve dok je pla}awe pristizalo
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su se pridru`ili Turcima, drugi su se nekuda preselili ili postali bandi-
ti. Granice su bile uzdrmane.
Mnogobrojne suprotstavqene interpretacije su bile nu|ene da objasne
Mihailove akcije prema br|anima. Kada je Hadenos obavezao qude na vojnu
slu`bu i „odbio“ ~etrdeset hiperpera po ~oveku, da li je to bila jednokrat-
na kompenzacija za konfiskaciju wihovih poseda ili godi{wa isplata u
novcu, namewena za nadoknadu prihoda sa konfiskovanih poseda, ili godi-
{wa posotis sa standardne pronije (pronoia), koja je pripadala svakom ~oveku
sa pravom na u`ivawe exisosis? Prema dosada{wim mi{qewima, desila se
jedna od dve stvari: ili je imovina ovih qudi bila konfiskovana, ili je sva-
ki od wih, od sopstvene imovine, dobio kao proniju posotis od ~etrdeset hi-
perpera. Bilo da su pronije ovim bile obuhva}ene ili ne, qudi su primali
nadaqe i platu, jer Pahimer tvrdi da su se granice dr`ale sve dok su oni do-
bijali svoju isplatu.
Svako re{ewe koje ukqu~uje pronije je sumwivo ili, ~ak, neodr`ivo, i
to iz dva razloga. Prvo, ako je Hadenov program ukqu~ivao pronije, razrezi-
vawe poreza i gubitak poreskih izuze}a, za{to onda Pahimer ne upotrebqava
termine, koji se ina~e u raznim prilikama nalaze u wegovoj istoriji, da
opi{e poklawawe pronija (pronoia, oikonomia, anagraphe, exisosis, ateleia)?
Drugo, samo nekoliko redova posle kqu~nog odlomka Pahimer razdvaja plate
(rogai) koje su qudi primali od „wihovih sopstvenih stvari“ koje vi{e ni-
su posedovali.
Moramo da zakqu~imo da je Hadenos konfiskovao imovinu ovih qudi i
da ~itava „afera“ nema ni{ta sa pronijama ili, ta~nije, da se jedina veza iz-
me|u Hadenovog postupka i pronije sastoji u tome {to su neka imawa bila
oduzeta od qudi kojima su ranije, pod Laskarisima, bila data u proniju.
[to se ti~e ~etrdeset hiperpera, nije verovatno da je ova suma pred-
stavqala jednokratnu kompenzaciju za konfiskovawe imovine „izrazito bo-
gatih qudi“, jer ne bi mogla biti srazmerna veli~ini te imovine. To je bila
ili wihova plata ili po~etna suma koja je slu`ila kao ispomo} za wihovo
stabilizovawe u novom pozivu pla}enih vojnika. Kad je re~ o frazi „~etrde-
set nomizmi po jednom ‰~ovekuŠ, pri ~emu je ve}i deo sume dolazio sa wego-
v o gp o s e d a “ ,o ~ e v i d n oj ed at as u m a ,d i g n u t ap o~ o v e k u ,n i j ed o l a z i l as ai m a -
wa bar nekih me|u takvim qudima. Za{to, ako su oni bili „izrazito boga-
ti“? Da bi se ovo objasnilo, moramo da zamislimo {ta je Hadenos u stvari
uradio kada je do{ao na imawa o kojima je re~. Pose}uju}i svako porodi~no
dobro, on je po svoj prilici tra`io gotovinu. Ako bi na{ao dovoqnu sumu,
izdvajao je re~enih ~etrdeset hiperpera. Ako ne, trebalo je da tra`i druge
izvore novca. Od verovatnih akcija koje je Hadenos mogao da preduzme za vre-
me konfiskacije — prodavawe zemqe i stoke lokalnim kupcima, preme{tawe
stoke na dr`avne posede, postavqawe dr`avnih ~inovnika da upravqaju po-
sedima osnivawem episkepseis — samo je prva od wih imala dovoqno potenci-
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tra`i dopunu u bilo kakvom novcu koji je na tom prostoru mogao da prikupi.
Ovim se obja{wava Pahimerova fraza „pri ~emu je ve}i deo sume od 40 no-
mizmi dolazio sa sopstvenog imawa svakog od tih qudi“.
Najzad, kad Pahimer pi{e da je Hadenos „odredio da se ostatak ustano-
vqenog poreza, {to nije bilo malo, {aqe u carsku blagajnu“, to se mora od-
nositi na bilo kakav profit koji je dr`ava obezbedila od konfiskacije po-
sle izdvajawa onoliko suma od po ~etrdeset hiperpera koliko se moglo na}i.
Pahimer to naziva porezom (telos) ,it a k oj eb a rd e l i m i ~ n ob i l o .A k os uk u p -
ci bili na|eni, oni bi pla}ali poreze, a davawa zavisnih qudi mogla su bi-
ti tretirana kao vrsta poreza.
O~evidno je da je Mihailo VIII poslao Hadenosa u jedan ili vi{e regi-
ona Male Azije sa trostrukim zadatkom: da uspostavi kontrolu nad pogra-
ni~nim krajevima, da prisili neke od imu}nih qudi da u~estvuju u vojnoj
slu`bi i da obezbedi vi{e prihoda za dr`avu. Izaslanik je na{ao qude koji
su u`ivali izuze}e od poreza, pronije i druge carske darove, a koji nisu do-
voqno doprinosili odbrani krajeva u kojima su `iveli. Hadenos je konfi-
skovao wihovu imovinu i regrutovao ih kao vojnike koji slu`e za novac. Po-
sle izvesnog vremena, wihove isplate su se proredile, {to je granice u~ini-
lo slabije brawenim.
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